
Meeting 7 of the New Village Hall Working Group 

Held on Monday 4th July 2022 at 7.30pm at Hailey Village Hall 

 

Present: Ann Gibson, Andy Smith, Michael Drew, Graham Knaggs (Chair), Judith Knaggs, Phil Sullivan 

Apologies: Martin Crow, Karl Madden, Caryl Lansley, 

  

This meeting was held in camera to facilitate a discussion with one of the architect companies. Bids 

have been received from three companies which contain information that is commercially sensitive. 

The information in these documents should not be made publicly available. 

 

Architect Company C (based in Eynsham) 

Company C’s proposal makes many references to consultation - in particular early consultation. Can 

they explain in more detail how this consultation has worked in various projects? 

It depends on how the Core Group is constructed as to how the consultations can be run. They can be quite large 

scale with at least one public presentation. These could involve user groups. 

An example was given of holding a Q&A session at an Open Meeting – preferably on a Saturday when residents are 

more likely to be available. 

Another example was for a full-blown user group consultation – around tables – which can be very useful and intensive. 

They often use templates of typical room sizes with the group, putting them together to create a design. These 

consultations are part of the development of Feasibility Studies. 

Can involve an independent facilitator to run the consultation – PLANNING AID (a charity) was mentioned as a 

possible facilitator – but this is very heavy on resources. 

 

Feasibility Studies? 

Company C would normally expect to offer this with the support of a Quantity Surveyor to provide the associated 

costings. Increasingly the services of a low energy designer may also be required – certainly highlighted in our architect’s 

brief.  

 

Pre-application discussion with WODC? 

This is where outline plans (not the full set required by Outline Planning permission requests) are discussed with 

WODC. They will identify any planning issues and suggest any alterations that may be required to facilitate a smooth 

passage through to outline planning.  

Note: Outline planning applications can contain so-called ‘reserved matters’ where some reports are not submitted. 

They will need to be submitted at full planning application stage. If a positive pre-application discussion is secured, then 

the process can be paused. It should then be possible, after the pause, to seek full planning permission without needing 

to secure outline planning permission. FOR FUTURE REFERENCE, THIS OPTION SHOULD BE NOTED. 

 

What about eco requirements? 

Building standards are increasing. Installing an air-source heat pump is almost an automatic request now, along with 

solar panels. Technology has moved on quite rapidly over the last few years and is becoming more and more efficient. 

A ground source heat pump was briefly discussed but dismissed as there is insufficient space on site for a horizontal 

array and a vertical solution involves risky and expensive drilling through unknown substrates – could hit bedrock.  

Current building regulations will deliver a high level of insulation without additional expense. 

 

Long Hanborough example? 

Appendix 8 includes details of the Long Hanborough Hall in which a 1960’s pavilion (well liked but in a 

poor condition and poorly planned) was extensively refurbished, along with a new build extension. Is 

there anything from this experience that may be appropriate for Hailey? 

There was a lot of demolition and installation of new steel work. The pre-school was a heavy user of the hall and, after 

consultation they now have their own W.C.’s, kitchen, small hall, an enclosed garden and a bigger storage area. The 

hall remained open during the build as there was concern about losing regular customers. It necessitated careful phasing 

of the project. 

 

Costings? 

The Quantity Surveyor will typically provide cost estimates, before any pre-application discussion with WODC. This 

is usually a broad-brush estimate. 

 

Size of Halls and rooms? 

A general observation was made that the size of spaces in our Architect’s Brief was generous and could be smaller 

(and less costly to build). The size of any room or hall that is proposed to be used for sport should be checked out 



with Sports England (they are also a provider of grant funding). Also, instead of building several separate spaces, a 

single space with room dividers could be an option. Dividers can provide very efficient sound insulation but they are 

not necessarily a cheap option. 

 

Refurbishing option and additional fees? 

If a hall is to be refurbished it is good practice to carry out a survey of the existing building – similar to one that would 

be carried out prior to buying a house. Apart from structural condition of the building, surveyors should also carry 

out an asbestos survey. 

Would Company C be prepared to carry out additional work to provide Feasibility studies on other options? It would 

be possible to do this but it would, of course involve extra charges. The Schedule of Fees allow for a staged process.  

Similarly, Company C would be prepared to provide a service up to pre-application advice only, followed by a pause 

until financing is secured.  

 

Discussion once the architect had left the meeting. 

There was a discussion about the recommendation from the 20th June meeting: 

Recommendation to the Parish Council 

The Working Group reviewed the bids from three architects and, after lengthy discussions, recommends that the PC 

select Architect C (subject to a successful meeting with him on 4th July). The Group also recommends that the Village 

Hall development project is expanded to prepare a feasibility study which considers three options: 

1. Do nothing 

2. Refurbish the existing hall 

3. Construct a new replacement hall 

 

Once completed, this study should provide sufficient information to enable a full consultation with residents. 

 

As a public body the Parish Council is required to treat all of the bidders in a similar manner. It was therefore felt that 

the Working Group should invite the other two architects to present their bids prior to making a recommendation 

to the Parish Council. 

Action: G Knaggs to invite them. 

 

It was agreed that any further recommendations should be delayed until responses from Company A and Company B 

have been received. 

 

So, the first part of the above recommendation is now amended to read: 

Recommendation to the Parish Council 

The Working Group reviewed the written bids from three architects but is unable to make a recommendation on 

architect selection until all of the bidders have been given an opportunity to present their bids. 

 

The Group also recommends that the Village Hall development project is expanded to prepare a 

feasibility study which considers the following options including: 
1. Do nothing 

2. Refurbish the existing hall 

3. Construct a new replacement hall 

4. A combination of options 2 and 3 

 

Once completed, this study should provide sufficient information to enable a full consultation with residents before any 

decision is made. 

 

 

 

 

 

GALK  

7th July 2022 


